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Livermore -Pleasanton BART Extension Study 

Selected BART Line and Composite General Plans ✓ 1930 
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PUBLIC AND INSTITUTIONAL 
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tit + j AGRICULTURE 

OPEN SPACE AND PARKS 


Note: Castro Valley Station site assumed for cost esti¬ 
mating and impact analysis, further studies are 
recommended. 
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>ute and stations shown on the reverse of this 
iry were selected by the Livermore-Pleasanton 
Extension Board after a thorough study of alter- 
s for bringing BART rail service to the 
lore-Amador-San Ramon Valley. 

ummary highlights the findings of a lengthy 
2 al report that describes and illustrates more 
hie process lcsdirg tc the selection of the route, 
5 ts, benefits, and environmental impacts of 
itives studied, and the pros and cons of a BART 
tension vs. an express bus alternative. 

>SE OF THE STUDY 

growth of the commuter population since 1960 
led with severe air pollution creates the need 
•ansit link that will make the Livermore- 
r-San Ramon Valley an integral part of the 
75 mile, three county system. Valley taxpayers 
een paying their share of the costs of the initial 
with the expectation that they soon will share 
1 the benefits. The express bus service to 
5 Bay Fair Station that began late in 1974, is 
ial step. 

esent study , started in 1972, has been con- 
by a team of planning and engineering con- 
s and the BART staff under the direction of the 
ore-Pleasanton BART Extension Board of Con- 
nposed of three members of the Metropolitan 
ortation Commission (MTC), 4 BART directors, 
i city managers of Pleasanton and Livermore. 
nical Advisory Committee and a Citizens’ 
c*y Committee reviewed progress at frequent 
Is and made recommendations to the Extension 


rpose of the study was to identify and evaluate 
five routes for the extension of BART to Pleas- 
nd Livermore. Alternative corridors connec- 
the present BART system and routes in the 
Dre-Amador-San Ramon Valley were analyzed 
omprehensive evaluation of their engineering 
ity, cost, patronage, and environmental impact 
ipared. 

route had been selected by the Board folio w- 
>lic hearings on alternatives, conceptual en~ 
ng, including plans and line profiles, schem- 
tion site plans and support facility plans, and 
imates were completed. This detailed system 
g is intended to present sufficiently accurate 
tion for a final decision on the technical merits 
vice characteristics of a Livermore-Pleasanton 
xtension. To place the rail transit extension 
pective, a systematic comparison with a bus 
ive was included. 


OC.1 JL1JNU 

In 1972, the Valley population was 100,000, and bar¬ 
ring a prolonged economic downturn or stringent anti¬ 
growth restrictions, it will increase to a range be¬ 
tween 178,000 and 227,000 by 1990 (143,000 to 185,000 
for the Alameda County portion alone). As many as 
44,000 Valley residents will commute out of the Valley 
to work (30 percent bound for Oakland and San 
Francisco), while 18,000 people will commute into the 
Valley, and 36,000 Valley residents will hold local 
jobs. Today, about three quarters of travel outside 
the Valley is through the Dublin Canyon corridor. 

Currently, 90 percent of the Valley’s households oc¬ 
cupy single family homes. Most commuters chose to 
live there because they were willing to trade a rela¬ 
tively long journey to work for a new single family 
home in a community comprised largely of families 
like themselves. There is a strong desire to preserve 
open space, although the threat of wall-to-wall city is 
not immediate. If the present low-density housing 
pattern were to continue, only 39 to 45 percent of the 
Valley’s buildable land would be urbanized by 1990. 
The sharp rise in housing costs of the last several 
years suggests that many, if not most, newcomers 
may be unable to afford single family detached homes, 
so per capita land consumption is likely to decline. 

REGIONAL AND VALLEY PLANNING ISSUF-S 

Because transit is best suited for carrying employees 
in a well defined travel corridor to areas of high em¬ 
ployment concentration within walking distance of a 
station, BART tends to reinforce the existing regional 
office centers — San Francisco and, to a lesser extent, 
Oakland. It appears unlikely that large, concen¬ 
trated subcenters will develop at Walnut Creek or 
Fremont, for example, unless there are severe con¬ 
straints on automobile use and overloads on existing 
transit serving core areas. Some employers will 
locate near outlying BART stations, usually with no 
reduction in the amount of parking provided, so 
BART would offer little incentive for these employees 
to leave their cars at home. If regional policy were 
to use BART to exert maximum influence on the dis¬ 
tribution of jobs , it might be necessary to build rail 
extensions that would have a much higher cost per 
passenger carried than alternatives more closely 
fitting predictable travel desires and oriented toward 
San Francisco and Oakland. This study found no net 
regional benefit that would justify connecting the Val¬ 
ley with a subregional center in an effort to decentral¬ 
ize office employment in the Bay Area. 

Concern about the effect of growth on air quality is 
the principal environmental issue in the Valley be¬ 
cause air pollution has been more severe than in most 
other parts of the Bay Area. Combined with this is 
the widespread wish to reduce population growth and 
to preserve open space found in most California com¬ 
munities on the fringes of major metropolitan areas. 
Inability to expand school classroom and sewage treat¬ 
ment capacities in pace with demand has made Valley 
residents particularly growth conscious. These 
feelings conflict with the desire for BART service, 
and many Valley residents interviewed during this 
study would reject BART if they believed it would 
accelerate growth or stimulate apartment construction. 
To establish the probable dimensions of BART’s poten¬ 
tial impact on the amount and form of urban develop¬ 
ment and the amount of vehicle travel, the study 
examined a wide range of reasonable growth and tran¬ 
sit usage assumptions. The conclusion was that BART 
could bring moderate, but significant reductions in 
the amount of land urbanized and in the use of auto¬ 
mobiles . This would result mainly from an increase 
in the share of high density housing and from concen¬ 
tration of new apartments near BART stations . 


More detailed study was given to the possibility of 
a connection to Walnut Creek that would add a station 
in the business district and enhance the city’s ability 
to attract regional offices in competition with Oakland 
and San Francisco, The benefit would be shortened 
commute trips and a reduction in total regional travel. 
However, patronage studies indicated that the Valley’s 
well-established employment orientation toward 
Hayward, San Leandro, Oakland, and San Francisco 
would be difficult to change. Even assuming that 
downtown Walnut Creek employment would increase 
from 10,000 now to 35,000 in 1990 rather than the 1990 
trend forecast of 22,000, a San Ramon BART line 
would attract only 60 percent of the patronage of a 
Dublin Canyon line. If 50 percent of Walnut Creek’s 
additional employees were Valley residents and 35 
percent used BART to get to work, they would account 
for only 4,100 daily trips. The much larger number 
of Valley residents who would have to spend a half 
hour longer each day to reach their destinations 


mg cvcihd at uie rairgrounas, would establish the 
importance of the new civic center and attract off ce 
development nearby, would connect downtown Plsas- 
anton with downtown Livermore, and could bring 
consolidation of Pleasanton’s two railroads into a 
single right of way. 

The West Livermore Station site located at Stanley 
Boulevard and Murrieta Boulevard was selected ever 
an outlying station site on Portola Avenue near the 
1-580 freeway and a downtown site on the Western 
Pacific tracks between ”L” Street and North Livermore 
Avenue because it would create less congestion aid 
would cause patronage to be shared more evenly with 
the East Livermore Station. More commuters live 
near the West Livermore Station site now, and it las 
the greatest potential for both commuter-oriented 
housing and jobs within walking distance. In com¬ 
parison with the outlying site, a BART line serving 
the selected West Livermore Station would cause ‘ess 
disruption in Livermore and would reduce the home 
to station travel time for Livermore BART patrons by 
10 percent. 



distance residential population would be 650 and 
there would be 1,400 jobs. 

BART then would enter a cut-and-cover subway 
under the present Southern Pacific tracks, emerg 
north of Ray Street to cross over Arroyo del Valle 
An aerial structure through downtown Pleasanton 
would cause too much noise and visual disruption 
while the cost of a bored tunnel under the existini 
Southern Pacific tracks would be about the same t 
for relocation of the Southern Pacific tracks to the 
present Western Pacific right of way. Reloca¬ 
tion would make downtown land available for othe 
uses and would allow underpasses (not feasible a 
present Southern Pacific location) to be built for 1 
railroads. 

Between Pleasanton and Livermore BART would p 
allel the railroads on the north side, remaining or 
aerial structure past the gravel pits to allow rail 
sidings and then running at grade. The West Livi 
more Station, just east of Murrieta Boulevard and 
south of the relocated Southern Pacific tracks, wo 
be reached from Stanley Boulevard and Murrieta 
Boulevard. A 1990 population of 1,400 and 1,500 
would be within walking distance. The Livermore 
railroad consolidation project currently underway 
will relocate the Southern Pacific tracks to the Wei 
ern Pacific right of way between Murrieta Bouleva 
and the point in east Livermore where the tracks i 
ready adjoin. Underpasses are being built at Nor 
Livermore Avenue mid North "P" Street. 

Through Livermore BART is planned to run at gra 
along the north side of the Western Pacific tracks, 
requiring completion of railroad consolidation and 
elimination of all grade crossings. Placing BART 
aerial structure or in a subway still would leave tl 
two mainline railroads at grade. A better solution 
would be to spend the money ’’saved” for addition* 
undercrossings of all three rail lines and for land¬ 
scaped berms that would be visual and acoustic 
barriers. 

East of a proposed overpass at First Street BART 
would continue at grade or on embankment to the I 
Livermore Station east of Mines Road extension. 1 
surrounding area is designated primarily for indu 
trial use and would have 2,000 jobs and 250 reside 
in walking radius in 1990. A yard for train storag 
and routine maintenance 4,000 feet east of the stati 
would end the 24 mile extension. 

The five stations on the selected line would be on 
sites of 11 to 24 acres and would provide all day p* 
ing for half of the anticipated 1990 daily patronage 
local bus system would serve a quarter of the daily 
patrons, and the remainder would be dropped off, 
walk, or ride bicycles. 

Patronage 

Patronage studies by BART and MTC project 36,30( 
daily trips in 1990 on a line connecting the Valley t 
Bay Fair Station, including 34,000 through Dublin 
Canyon. Of these, about three quarters would be 
trips to and from work. Maximum 1990 patronage f 
a Valley extension from the Concord BART Line at 
Walnut Creek would be 22,000. 

Costs 


The total capital cost of the extension is estimated a 
$370 million (1974 dollars) . Right of way would coi 
about $25 million, construction including related 
public improvements $245 million, and rolling stocP 
$36 million, with over $60 million allowed for contir 
gencies. The BART staff estimates 1990 operating 
costs at $7.5 million or $0.69 per passenger-trip an 
1990 revenues at $6.4 million or$0.59 per passenge 
trip for the extension portion of the trip. 















































Regional Development 



oo©o 


MAP BASED ON ASSOCIATION OF BAY AREA GOVERNMENTS REGIONAL PLAN DIAGRAM 
AND METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN 
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Existing Development and Natural Constraints, 1970 
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SOURCES: 


USD A SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE, ALAMEDA AREA SOILS, 
SERIES 1961, NO. 41 


CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES, UNPUBLISHED 
GEOLOGIC MAPS AT 1:24,000, 1973 


CALIFORNIA DIVISION OF MINES AND GEOLOGY, SPECIAL STUDIES 
ZONES, DUBLIN QUADRANGLE AT 1:24,000, JULY 1, 1974. 
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Bay Fair Station Schematic Site Plan 
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Dublin-Northwest Pleasanton Station Schematic Site Plan 



REGIONAL SHOPPING CENTER 


COMM 


APARTMENT.I 


LONG TERM 


COMM 


PARKING 


LONG T£Hm' 


COMM 


APARTMENTS 


[COMM 


SINGLE FAMILY 

nz-ummiM, 


rm m 












44 












































Pleasanton Station Schematic Site Plan 
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West Livermore Station Schematic Site Plan 
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East Livermore Station Schematic Site Plan 




50 







































Livermore Yard Schematic Site Plan 




54 




















































£ ivermore-Pleasa nton 


BART Extension 

Alternate Routes 
and Stations 


ROUTES AND STATIONS STUDIED AND REJECTED 
RECOMMENDED ROUTE AND STATIONS 
EXISTING BART ROUTES AND STATIONS N 


Game 

O'? 


ALAMO 




FoLTit 


tforag$ 


>NALPARK' 


BM 


Priori. 




SAN 

RAMON 








Rai£on, 




BUN 


UBUN ( 


Valley 0 




/ 


StS* 


T$HADOW CL!£Tf 
4|Efe PARK Q 


w£piMdm 


xMi'fr* 1 

rltaPO-JN? 


VyS 




>#Sp5li$§ 






Alnrire<l<£ 


:W g -Xt 




ffteMONT 


CoHe^j 


■Vss?.y<M, 



69 
















































































!(■ KV=t' 


Alanlox" 


3 C K 


iantm 
>aka \ 




^V- V 

V Moraga 


lONAL 


BH -OZ* 




'Takskiai 


V #i/V 

\/?4MCW 


S ■;0&-<r^, : -y j) 
", ‘ ? ^.fyP^'A' { /f 


MpyA^h-:': 

* V.' v ^ 


Valley 0 


Am s o?* 


feHAOOW CLII 
3 RE& PARK 1 




f? W*®: 


l^CTERAKS .'V^' 

\ hosp<tai 1 .:SA j 

v ^ ^ ^ 


^ki}i 


A Ui rhedv. 


lon/t* 


\^(3H ,61© 

Jv •• •■"«. 




■ Coi leg'll 




fr L 3&&X% 


121 


£ ivermore-Pleasa nton 
BART Extension 

Final 

Alternate Routes 
and Stations 

—D— ROUTES AND STATIONS UNDER STUDY 

EXISTING BART ROUTES AND STATIONS N 


* 


MILE 
























































































































